The Design Process of ØsterGro from a multi-level perspective by Kappel, M. Christensen
THE DESIGN PROCESS OF ØSTERGRO FROM A MULTI-LEVEL PERSPECTIVE
ROSKILDE UNIVERSITY
ENSPAC – SPATIAL DESIGNS AND SOCIETY
MASTER - MODULE 2, MAY 30 2015
MIE MYHREN CHRISTENSEN 54055
THEA NAKSKOV KAPPEL 54068
SUPERVISOR
JØRGEN OLE BÆRENHOLDT
THE DESIGN PROCESS OF ØSTERGRO
FROM A MULTI-LEVEL PERSPECTIVE
CHARACTERS
 39,4 PAGES OF TEXT = 94449
5 MINUTES OF VIDEO = 24000 
IN TOTAL 
118449 = 49,4 PAGE
INFORMATION
THIS PROJECT IS PARTLY TEXT, PARTLY VIDEO
Due to the lack of space on onlineeksamen.ruc.dk, 
we have been given the permission, by Jørgen Ole Bærenholdt, to submit the 
video-part of the assignment via link.
In short, the video has been uploaded to vimeo.com, but is only accessable
with a password in order to secure the content.
The video is 5.07 minutes long, but due to its intro/outro ,
 we argue that is is 5.00 minutes long 
and thus account for 10 standard pages.
LINK
https://vimeo.com/129026030
PASSWORD
Østergro
1 
 
TABLE OF CONTENT 
 
INTRODUCTION .................................................................................................................................... 2 
Historical development and use of urban agriculture ...................................................................... 3 
Research and pros and cons for urban agriculture ........................................................................... 4 
Case: The rooftop farm ØsterGro ..................................................................................................... 5 
Definition and community supported agriculture ............................................................................ 6 
 
RESEARCH QUESTION ........................................................................................................................... 8 
 
METHODOLOGY .................................................................................................................................... 9 
Participant observation .................................................................................................................... 9 
Audio-visual method – a walk through the rooftop farm ............................................................... 10 
Interviewing .................................................................................................................................... 11 
Existing literature ............................................................................................................................ 12 
 
A SOCIO-TECHNICAL APPROACH TO SUSTAINABLE TRANSITION ........................................................ 13 
Climate changes and broken systems ............................................................................................. 13 
The Multi-Level Perspective ........................................................................................................... 15 
Issues in management of sustainable transition............................................................................. 17 
The role of design (processes) in transition .................................................................................... 18 
 
ANALYSIS ............................................................................................................................................. 20 
The role of entrepreneurship ......................................................................................................... 20 
The role of the building .................................................................................................................. 24 
The role of the CSA-model .............................................................................................................. 26 
The role of the landscape ............................................................................................................... 30 
 
DISCUSSION ........................................................................................................................................ 34 
Finding a space - creating an urban plan ........................................................................................ 35 
Resources and local contacts .......................................................................................................... 36 
Creating networks .......................................................................................................................... 37 
 
CONCLUSION ...................................................................................................................................... 40 
 
Reflections .......................................................................................................................................... 41 
 
Bibliography ........................................................................................................................................ 44 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 
 
INTRODUCTION 
On May 23rd 2007, the world went urban, meaning that today, an increasing majority of people are 
living in urban areas (Urry 2009:88). As urbanisation expands, new demands and challenges for the 
cities arise in order to secure a good and healthy life for a growing amount of people. Governmental 
ecosystem services, meaning the various “goods and services required for our basic existence” in the 
city, such as water-, energy-, and food supply, are facing a whole new era and in times of 
environmental and resource crisis this challenge is even bigger (Dekay & O’Brien 2001:20). It is 
therefore time for cities to rethink their systems and today many cities strive towards becoming a so 
called “sustainable city” (Dekay & O’Brien 2001:19;26). This has led to many different approaches to 
and vision for what cities should be like in the future. One example is proposed by assistant 
professor in architecture at University of Tennessee Mark Dekay & landscape consultant Michael 
O’Brien (2001), who argue how gray urban cities need to become green cities in order to secure 
multidimensional well-being for all living creatures in the city. This is done by changing existing 
ecosystem services and by not only maintaining, but also improving the current state of life in the 
city (Dekay & O’Brien 2001:26). 
 
Copenhagen Municipality has also joined this sustainability trend by for example developing a plan 
for the city to become CO2-neutral by 2025 (Københavns Kommune 2012:4). This entails that the 
ecosystem services, provided by the municipality, will have to be altered and that the behaviour of 
citizens in Copenhagen will have to change as well (ibid.). Therefore different strategies for different 
sectors need to be developed and implemented in transport, energy production and use etc. (Ibid. 
2012:9). But as noted, the municipality cannot do this on its own: 
 
“In the CPH 2025 climate plan, the planning and development will happen parallel to each other 
while, at the same time, the efforts will be evaluated to be able to adjust the development. This 
process will be in a close collaboration with companies, research institutes, the people living in 
Copenhagen, as well as Copenhagen Municipality. Without a close collaboration with all relevant 
actors, about the development of the efforts, and the implementation of these, it will not be possible 
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to reach the goal” (Københavns Kommune 2012:21).1 
 
Thus if cities like Copenhagen are supposed to change, private as well as governmental institutions 
have to work together in order to create durable solutions to current and future problems. 
 
In this paper, we wish to understand how a green transition take place as a collaboration between 
various actors. Our focus is primarily on urban agriculture (referred to as UA). Urban agriculture is 
especially relevant because it combines many different stakeholders and sectors; architects, urban 
planners, local groups, neighbourhoods etc. and because urban agriculture has been a recurring 
mean for improving life in the cities during the last five hundred years (Jensen et al. 2012:14) 
 
Historical development and use of urban agriculture  
In Denmark, urban agriculture can be dated back to the end of the 16th century where land outside 
the ramparts of Copenhagen were made available for poor citizens to grow food in order to avoid 
hunger and secure exercise (Jensen et al. 2012:14). But it was not until the industrialisation in the 
19th century, that people began growing their own food in allotment gardens. These gardens were 
established to help people, from the most overcrowded areas, to grow food outside their backyards 
(ibid.). Today, allotment gardens are no longer used for the purpose of self-sufficiency (ibid.). 
Instead, the general modern mass production in rural areas has made it possible for urbanites to 
buy food in supermarkets (Swagemakers et al. 2014:1). Thus UA in Copenhagen is no longer an 
economical must in order to survive (Jensen et al. 2012:14). 
 It is not only in Denmark that UA has been used in various periods. From the 1890’s in the 
US, “potato parks” were established in cities such as Detroit and New York to secure food and 
exercise for poor and unemployed people in order to avoid political conflict (Jensen et al. 2012:16). 
                                                 
1 “KBH 2025 Klimaplanen er en plan, hvor der planlægges og udvikles parallelt, samtidig med at 
indsatserne årligt vurderes og evalueres for at kunne justere udviklingen. Denne proces vil ske i et tæt samarbejde 
mellem virksomheder, forskningsinstitutioner, københavnere og Københavns Kommune. Uden et tæt samarbejde 
med alle relevante aktører om udviklingen af indsatserne og implementeringen af disse, vil det ikke være muligt at 
nå målet.” (Københavns Kommune 2012:21). 
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UA flourished again during the two world wars in the form of public Liberty gardens and Victory 
gardens. These gardens should supply fresh food for citizens without them being dependent on 
logistics and transport to and from the rural areas (ibid.). In these cases, it was governmental 
initiatives that lead the development of UA. But in the 1970’s and 1980’s New York, urban 
agriculture was discovered yet again and today the city has more than 800 urban agriculture units of 
various kind (Cohen & Reynolds 2014a:2). This time, the movement was led by private people and 
was a reaction to an economic crisis that affected the city during those years. Community gardens 
became the tool for private people to gather and take control of the development of their city 
(Jensen et al. 2012:16). There is no doubt that the development in New York has been a great 
inspiration for other cities such as Berlin and also Copenhagen, where in 1994 the first NGO lead 
community garden was established at Enghave Plads (Ibid.:14). This initiative lead to the formation 
of ByhaveNetværket in 1995, a Danish association that helps new initiatives to establish (ibid). Thus 
history shows how urban agriculture has been a mean for both governments and private people 
forming NGO’s in times of crisis and war - in times of tribulation (Biesel & Sims 2013:40). 
 
Research and pros and cons for urban agriculture 
Over the last decade much research been done, exploring the area of urban agriculture and 
community gardens. The topics range from the social impact that community gardens have in 
deprived areas (Biesel & Sims 2013:47) to what kind of motivators that brings people to engage with 
UA; environmental as well as economic reasons (Flach 2010:1-2). In this paper, we primarily focus 
on using urban agriculture in the transition of cities.  
Jeffrey P. LeJava & Michael J. Goonan, from Pace University School of Law, argue that the 
benefits from UA can be divided into three categories; health benefits such as local fresh food and 
exercise as a result from UA (LeJava & Goonan 2012:218-220). Economic benefits being the fact that 
in many areas it is cheaper to grow your own food compared to buying it. UA has also been seen as 
a mean to reduce crime in challenged areas and UA is furthermore related to creating jobs 
(Ibid.:220-222). Environmental benefits consist of less CO2 and costs from transportation. Urban 
gardens can also help municipalities handle water from massive rain and prevent so called “heat 
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islands” in the cities (Ibid.:222-223). We argue that two more categories of benefits could be added 
to LeJava & Goonans (2012) work. The first being community, which includes building communities, 
integration, social resilience etc., meaning that research points to the benefits from communities 
that arise around UA (Ernwein 2014:77). The second category of benefits is beautification, meaning 
that research also highlights the visual and experiential benefits from “greening the city” (Flachs 
2010:4). Initiatives of this kind uses UA as mean to improve the life of the city by bringing plants into 
urban spaces (Ibid.). 
However, even though there are many benefits from UA, it is not always without problems; 
urban gardens can generate more traffic-, noise- and smell problems for people living close to the 
gardens, the soil at the garden might be unhealthy due to pollution and in general gardens entail 
resource inputs such as water etc. (LeJava & Goonan 2012:224-225). At the same time, the 
discussion of whether or not UA can be a mean to ending poverty remains open and the benefits 
seem to be context or project related (Biesel & Sims 2013:47). 
 
Case: The rooftop farm ØsterGro 
This paper primarily revolves around one particular case of urban agriculture in Denmark, namely 
ØsterGro, an organic, urban rooftop farm at Østerbro in Copenhagen. In short, the rooftop farm was 
established a year ago, in the spring 2014, and the inspiration came from rooftop farms in other 
places of the world. One of them being the Brooklyn Grange’s Farms in New York, consisting of two 
rooftop vegetable farms that in total occupy 2.5 acres of roof in Brooklyn and Long Island plus a Bee 
Apiary in Brooklyn as well (Brooklyn Grange Farm 2015). ØsterGro occupies 600 square meters of 
roof on top of a building, formerly used for auctioning cars, owned by the Danish car firm 
Nellemann (Appendix). Today, the rooftop farm produces several kinds of seasonal vegetables and 
they keep bees and chickens to produce honey and eggs. The initiators of the project are the two 
landscape architects Sofie Brincker and Kristian Skaarup, and the gardener apprentice Livia Haaland 
and the establishment of the farm was financially supported by different stakeholders (Ibid.). 
ØsterGro is primarily open for their forty members and signed-up volunteers and the 
membership waiting list holds fifty people in line (Appendix). Each member pays three thousand 
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kroner a year, and in return they can each week pick up a basket with the different kind of crops 
throughout harvest season (approximately June - September). It should be noted that in May this 
year, a restaurant called Stedsans will be open from Thursday till Sunday every week at Østergro 
(Appendix). The restaurant will not be further treated in this paper. The restaurant is not the only 
activity going on, besides farming, on the rooftop. Other activities such as guided tours, schooling 
etc. are taking place side by side with urban farming. This because, aside from production, 
education and informing about agriculture is a key value in the project and, as we shall elaborate 
later on, a way to earn money to support wages (Appendix).  
 
Definition and community supported agriculture 
Before continuing, we wish to define the term urban agriculture and the issues related to it. Niwa 
defines urban agriculture as a: ‘‘(...) professional activity located in the city that produces 
agricultural products and has as one consequence the presence of green spaces in the city” (Niwa 
2009 in Ernwein 2014:78). Based on our interview with Kristian Skaarup, UA will in this paper be 
referring to an establishment who has a professional approach to the production of organic crops in 
the city. Therefore, in this present paper, we will not pay attention to the social and community 
aspects and benefits of ØsterGro.  
 
In relation to urban agriculture, it is important to understand the distinction between the rural and 
the urban. In short, the industrial modernity gave birth to two different landscapes and food 
production domains; the rural and the urban (Swagemakers et.al. 2014:2). The rural domain is 
characterised by having a relocated food system, whereas the urban domain has a globalised food 
system (Ibid.). With the expansion of the industrial modernity, the rural and the urban became more 
and more divided. In the beginning, people living in the cities were still engaging in rural activities as 
well as people in the rural areas engaging with activities in the city (Ibid.). But over time, the division 
between the two grew strong because: “In the course of the 19th and 20th centuries, “industry” 
became ascribed to the urban, and “agriculture” to the rural. Though not an empirical reality, the 
twinning of industry-urban and agriculture-rural became part of the discourse of policy makers” 
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(Swagemakers et.al. 2014:2). This division means that urban policy makers today are not prepared 
to handle urban agriculture and to handle the difficulties related to food production in the city 
(Swagemakers 2014:3). But urbanisation is challenging the modernistic division of urban and rural 
and forcing us to rethink urban planning by including agriculture into urban landscape (ibid.). 
 
ØsterGro can be characterised as Community Supported Agriculture (referred to as CSA). CSA is a 
business-model for (urban) agriculture and characterised by members paying a specific amount of 
money each year in advance, buying a share of the harvest before season begins, and in return get a 
share of the locally grown crops. It is a way to: “(…) connect farmers with non-farmer consumers” 
(Flachs 2010:2). The members are not forced to participate in the work, but in the case of ØsterGro, 
many choose to do so (Appendix). It is necessary to note that in general CSA has a low cost - lower 
than conventional food, but ØsterGro is a bit more expensive (Flachs 2010:2). In the case of 
ØsterGro, also the inspiration for using a CSA-model came from projects such as Brooklyn Grange’s 
Farms, which has a similar model, where people too, once a week, can pick up seasonal fresh 
vegetables at the cost of 576 dollars for 24 weeks (Brooklyn Grange Farm 2015). Additionally, they 
can add flowers to their purchase for 12 dollars per week (ibid.). 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 
Urban agriculture is not a new phenomenon, but it is a tool for improving life in the city that has 
been used in various contexts over the last centuries. In recent years, urban gardening has got a 
new found interest in Denmark and new initiatives such as Byhaven2200 and ØsterGro has been 
founded in order to bring urbanites closer to food production (Byhaven2200 2015). We argue that 
the configuration of such a project is a complicated interplay between various stakeholders with 
different agendas and motivations and in order to establish such a project different elements all 
need to come together (Holm et al. 2010:125). Therefore, shedding light on a design process can be 
helpful both in relation to the establishment of similar future projects, but also to understand how 
green transition of cities can happen as a result of many micro initiatives - such as an urban farm.  
In this paper, we therefore wish to address the following question: 
 
How can we understand the design process of ØsterGro and how can it contribute to the 
green transition of Copenhagen? 
 
With this research question, we wish to illustrate the design process of the rooftop farm in a way 
that we might be able to relate our findings to transition on a more general level. We will do this by 
applying the Multi-level Perspective (MLP) by Frank W. Geels (2012) as an analytical framework. 
Through MLP, we aim at analysing the design process behind ØsterGro, focusing on the dynamics 
between bottom-up initiatives and top-down structures. This analysis will help illustrate what 
characterises a successful design process and how the interplay between various stakeholders is 
crucial in the establishment of sustainable initiatives in the city. Furthermore, the MLP will provide 
us with a suitable multi-level framework for analysing how urban agriculture can take part in the 
socio-technical transition of Copenhagen.  
In the remaining parts of this paper we will answer the research question, and in the 
following, we will give account for our methods including our reflections in relation to filmmaking.  
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METHODOLOGY 
In this section, we will give account for the methods applied in collecting and presenting data. This 
being participant observation, a walk along documented on video, interviewing and the review of 
existing literature. 
 
Participant observation 
First of all, we used participant observation as a method for gaining knowledge about ØsterGro and 
its initiators. As Kathleen M. Dewalt and Billie R. Dewalt puts it: “(…) participant observation is a 
method in which an observer takes part in the daily activities, rituals, interactions, and events (…)” 
(Dewalt, Dewalt & Wayland 1998:260). Our observations took place on Friday May 1st for about six 
hours. When we arrived, we were greeted by Livia Haaland and invited to join the staff and 
volunteers for coffee. Throughout the day, we casually spoke to some of the members and other 
visitors as well as helped with planting different crops, etc. The fact that we did not start out with 
interviewing and video recording, made our entrance into the field of study more informal and 
made us form relations beforehand. Doing it this way, we believe that the informants were more 
relaxed in our company and thus told us more, than they usually would do. 
 
We argue that we, through the active participation in the work, got to experience what the daily 
routine at ØsterGro is like (Dewalt et al. 1998:262-263). We also got to experience a ‘real (urban) 
farm experience’, a calm and relaxed feeling only broken up by children playing. This threw us back 
to our own childhood memories, growing up in rural areas in Jutland. An important part of the ‘farm 
experience’ was the dog, Agnes, as well as the chickens and bees.  
During fieldwork, we wrote field notes to get the “thickets” data possible. This means that 
we draw on field notes during our analysis when something was not captured on recorded 
interviews (Dewalt et al. 1998:271). A few short informal interviews with members of the rooftop 
farm will also be a part of the data used for the analysis. We define these few short interviews as 
more of a series of casual conversations (Dewalt & Dewalt 2011:137). These interviews were not 
recorded, but captured through field notes. 
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Audio-visual method – a walk through the rooftop farm 
To extent our participant observation further, we decided to use video recording in our fieldwork. 
Inspired by Sarah Pink (2009:64;105), who argue that visual methods can extend participant 
observation and add valuable multisensory experiences into the data, we wanted to use video to 
add multisensorious dimensions to our material. What we did, was walking through the rooftop 
farm with Livia, for about ten minutes, while video recording. We had beforehand asked her to tell 
us about the design process, and thus tried to keep the questions at a minimum. This method of 
“walking with” was inspired by Tim Ingold, amongst others, who argue: “From this emerges a 
distinctive relationship of place, in the interaction between the walker and the meaningful 
environment.” (Lee & Ingold 2006:77). Pink has too walked with people in community gardens, and 
we are aware of the fact that Pink uses video to portray the multisensory experience of being in the 
garden at that exact moment - not so much the design process of a place (Pink 2009:105). We still 
argue, that her approach are very much similar to ours: “The ethnographer video records while the 
participant ‘shows’ or introduces this material and sensory environment and practices to the 
ethnographer.” (Pink 2009:105). Our aim was also to let Livia “show and tell” about the place 
without us interrupting. One of the central reasons for using video was to get insight into the 
memories that has been “invested” in the rooftop during its establishment (Pink 2007:243).  
 
Meanwhile, by filming Livia walking through the farm, explaining the design process, we also 
documented her engagement in the project. The video hereby: “(…) communicates a sense of other 
person’s emplaced experiences (…)” (Pink 2007:250). Pink also states: “(…) film has given visual 
anthropologists opportunities to represent other people’s experiences in movement; indeed, it is 
often movement that makes other people’s experiences both visually interesting to watch and 
corporally engaging.” (Pink 2007:248). We argue that the walk triggers an embodied knowledge 
that Livia has of the place that we otherwise would not have gained access to (Pink 2007:245). This 
brings a new dimension to our data. 
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The final video product is consisting of an introduction with music, then 5 minutes of the walk-along 
where Livia tells us about how and when, in time and space, things were made. The video ends with 
a short “outro” with music. However, it should be noted that we use music that we are not licensed 
to use. We chose this to create a nice wrapping of the product. The song is called “On the Rooftop” 
and is created by Swing Republic featuring Karina Kappel. 
The purpose with the video is to give the viewer an experience of the development of 
ØsterGro. Another argument is to be able to reach a broader audience. Traditional academic 
research often does rarely reach beyond the areas of academia and does not communicate the 
findings in a way that it reaches the broader community (Christensen 2012:232). Because we want 
to understand and evaluate the design process of ØsterGro, and how it can contribute to the green 
transition of Copenhagen, we find it necessary to use video because it might make our product 
more relevant to different actors. 
Finally, we argue that through video, we have documented “the atmosphere of 
entrepreneurship”. In our work with Livia, we have discovered how passionate and proud she is of 
ØsterGro. We find that the film illustrates this by showing her enthusiasm and engagement with the 
spatial environment and thus creates a certain atmosphere of entrepreneurship. We find that this is 
enabling us to show the importance of entrepreneurship in niche-innovation and thus help us 
answer what and how actors have contributed to the configuration of ØsterGro. The video thereby 
becomes something more than merely presentation: it also becomes collected data that are useful 
in the analysis. 
 
Interviewing 
We also did an interview with Kristian Skaarup. This interview was semi structured, where questions 
were formulated beforehand, but as the interview was conducted it was formed by both the 
interviewer and Kristian himself (Brinkman & Kvale 2015:150). It has thereby been a 
phenomenological approach to interviewing (Ibid.:149). The interview guide consisted of questions 
organised in different themes relevant for the design process (Ibid.:153). The purpose of conducting 
this interview was to get a deeper knowledge of how the different actors have contributed to the 
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configuration of ØsterGro, as well as what kind of obstacles they have experienced during the 
process. The interview with Kristian will be the primary data used for the analysis. 
 
Existing literature 
Additionally, we have reviewed a significant amount of relevant existing literature related to 
ØsterGro. This to be able to fully understand how it was established and which different 
stakeholders participated in the design process. This method for researching our case study is 
relevant in relation to using the multidimensional framework of Multi-Level Perspective by Frank W. 
Geels (2012), as he himself has been inspired by other fields of study and have obtained insight that 
way (Geels 2012:472). It should be noted, that even though we tried, it was not possible for us to 
get further insight into the economic part. 
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A SOCIO-TECHNICAL APPROACH TO SUSTAINABLE TRANSITION 
In this section, we will give account for how climate changes can be seen as a flaw of existing 
systems, how transition can happen, as well as point out some of the issues in transition 
management and finally, outline how design processes can be analysed. 
 
Climate changes and broken systems 
We are living in times of global challenges such as climate change and resource scarcity. John Urry, 
professor in sociology at Lancaster University, address, amongst others, the question of how we 
ended up here and how we can move on (Urry 2008). He argues that today’s situation can be seen 
as the result of current systems and that the future too depend on the development of such 
systems (Urry 2008:263). By drawing on complexity science, he describes a system in the following 
way (Urry 2008:262): ”(...) systems are characterized by a lack of proportionality or ‘non-linearity’ 
between apparent ‘causes’ and ‘effects’ so that there can be small changes that bring about big 
system shifts (Ibid.:263). In short, Urry argues, by drawing on Eric Beinhocker, that systems can be 
seen as rather unpredictable architectural constructions consisting of technologies and practices 
(Urry 2008:270). From this perspective, climate changes are a side effect of today’s systems and 
their interplay - a  result of our economic systems, that do not work as intended (Urry 2008:263). He 
argues that social and economic sciences have had the ideas that systems by themselves will be in 
equilibrium, and that an incorporated negative feedback mechanism will stabilise the system if it is 
going in a wrong direction (Urry 2009:84). But he states that in reality, this is not happening, and 
calls this lack of restoring the balance a ”massive market failure” of the predominant, neoliberal 
economic paradigme (Urry 2008:270;Urry 2009:92). Neo-liberalism is defined as the ”global 
dominant orthodoxy” of today (Urry 2009:93): 
 
”Neo-liberalism asserts the power and importance of private entrepreneurship, private property 
rights, the freeing of markets and the freeing of trade. It involves deregulating such private activities 
and companies, the privatization of previously ‘state’ or ‘collective’ services, the undermining of the 
collective powers of workers and providing the conditions for the private sector to find ever-new 
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sources of profitable activity” (Urry 2009:92). 
 
In other words, capitalism is not capable of controlling the ”power” that it started e.i. excessive 
consumption build on cheap oil and the subsequently climate changes (Urry 2009:85). The systems 
have failed and are now putting the basic conditions of human life in danger (ibid.). Urry uses the 
term locked in in order to describe how our lives today is stabilised in certain patterns of practice 
and technologies involving electricity, cars and  “suburban living” (Urry 2009:88-89). Thus today, our 
consumption patterns are defined by excessive and wasteful consumption that is causing climate 
changes (Urry 2009:95). 
 
Urry (2008:272) argues that something must be done, and fast, in order to avoid negative future 
scenarios. In order for this to happen, new systems needs to replace the current ones. But trying to 
create change is difficult due to the fact that when approaching the future, various troubles arise 
(Urry 2008:263). Thus futures cannot be reduced to single factors, but are negotiated relationships 
between different elements and systems that influence and develop each other (ibid.). Urry 
describes how change happens: 
 
”But if we think such processes through the notion of systems then it is clear that only some 
exceptionally powerful systems could offset those tendencies that are currently moving the whole 
earth towards unstoppable global climate change. The positive feedbacks loops implicated in climate 
change will need to be confronted with an enormously large and powerful set of alternative social-
physical systems.” (Urry 2008:269-270). 
 
Thus we are not looking at a small transformation of one system, but instead at a transition of a 
whole ”architecture” of societal systems (Urry 2008:270). In the following, we will look closer at how 
such a transition can be understood and governed. 
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The Multi-Level Perspective  
One approach to handling today’s challenges, caused by existing systems, is applying so called 
transition management in order to try to create systematic change. In our case, we choose the 
Multi-Level Perspective on transition (MLP). Frank W. Geels, professor of system innovation and 
sustainability at University of Manchester, defines MLP as a “heuristic framework” to analyse the 
interactions between multiple actors which are needed for a sustainable transition to take place 
(Geels 2012:471). The MLP offers, in contrast to other approaches such as a neo-classic economist 
view or a purely engineering/industrial approach, a multi-dimensional perspective on the actors 
that are involved and their mutual interdependencies (Geels 2012:471-472). It views sustainable 
transition as a non-linear, co-evolutionary process of: ”multi-dimensional interactions between 
industry, technology, markets, policy, culture and civil society” that can take many years to unfold 
(Geels 2012:472;271). In relation to Urry’s (2008) definition of “complex systems”, the MLP can be 
seen as an attempt to create a framework that can cope with this complexity. 
 The MLP is a socio-technical system perspective based on innovation studies, but is also 
drawing on evolutionary economy and sociology of technology as well as neo-institutional theory 
(Geels 2012:472). Geels argues that the MLP offers: ”a way of addressing the core analytical puzzle 
of transition, namely stability and change” (Geels 2012:472). The framework incorporates this 
contrast; how existing systems are stabilised by so-called lock-in mechanisms and path dependency, 
meaning that changes are small and predictable in existing systems, and on the other hand how 
innovations are developed and tried implemented from pushing bottom up processes (Ibid.). Thus 
the MLP shows the ”fight” between the stability of existing systems and the new pioneer projects 
upwards striving to create change (ibid.). It shows how transition happens or fail as a result of 
multiple interactions between stability and change on multiple levels (ibid.). 
 
The framework is divided into three levels of analysis: First, niches, defined as ”protected spaces” or 
small niche markets where technological trial-and-error develop and innovation emerge (Geels 
2012:472). So called niche-actors at this level aim at entering the second level of socio-technical 
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regimes and thus having their invention accepted and implemented (ibid.). Socio-technical regimes 
are technologies fully supported by the surrounding systems (Geels 2012:273). They have become 
common through lock-in mechanisms and are thus guiding the way actors at this level act, securing 
consistency (Ibid.). It is possible to distinguish between dominant and subaltern regimes, depending 
on how widespread and widely accepted they are (Ibid.). Finally, socio-technical landscapes are the 
highest level and can be understood as the structural conditions which both regimes and niches are 
embedded in (Geels 2012:273;272). The word landscape both refers to the concrete spatial 
landscape, but also to ”meta-scapes”, to ”something that we are a part of, that sustains us” (Geels 
2012:473). Environmental problems are, in this perspective, also a part of the landscape (Holm et al. 
2010:126). Based on this approach, transition is seen as a multidimensional bottom up process 
where: 
 
”(...) niche-innovations build up internal momentum (…); changes at the landscape level create 
pressures on the regime; and destabilization of the regime creates windows of opportunity for the 
diffusion of niche-innovations. The alignment of these processes enables the breakthrough of ‘green’ 
innovations in mainstream markets where they struggle with the existing regime on multiple 
dimensions (…)” (Geels 2014:3). 
 
What is important for sustainable transition to take place is therefore first of all what is happening at 
the niche-level, and thus how new technology is enabled to enter overlying systems. This is also 
recognised by John Urry, who emphasises that ”the tipping point” for the transition does not come 
from linear change in existing systems (Urry 2009:272). Instead, he argues that, like the mobile 
phone and the internet, change will come from outside (Ibid.). He further argues that the economy 
is driven by the entry and exit of firms (ibid.). In the MLP, niches can create pressure on the existing 
regimes if they are able to create an internal momentum (Geels 2012:472;273). In order to do so, 
three processes are vital: Learning processes of how to cope with various issues in relation to, for 
instance, the surrounding market etc. must have taken place (ibid.:273). Secondly, the “articulation 
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of expectations or vision” can provide the niche with feedback as well as help attract the actors of 
the final process, networks, that provide support and needed resources (ibid.:273). In the following, 
we will give account for how sustainable transition might be governed. 
 
Issues in management of sustainable transition 
The multi-level perspective has been applied in various studies of transition; transport, water supply, 
electricity etc. (Geels 2012:472). Geels argues that holistic societal transition require changes in 
many existing systems, including agro-food. He writes: 
 
”These developments increasingly lead to the realization that addressing climate change (…) requires 
transitions from existing fossil fuel-based energy, agro-food, and transport systems towards low-
carbon systems based on ‘green’ technologies (…) and new infrastructures, user practices, policies 
and cultural meanings” (Geels 2014:2). 
 
As a framework, the MLP can help policy makers and urban planners to: ”(...) figure out how 
currently dominant socio-technical regimes might be dislodged and replaced and how new 
configurations might become mainstream” (Walker & Shove 2007:218-219). In other words, the 
MLP can help manage sustainable transition. The term sustainability is, according to Gorden Walker, 
professor at Lancaster Environmental Center, & Elizabeth Shove, sociology professor at Lancaster 
University (2007), not easy to determine. By drawing on Bauman, they argue that the term 
produces ambivalence, which is a normal condition in language, but which entails that sustainability 
is open to interpretation (Walker & Shove 2007:214-215). Instead of working against this 
subsequently ambivalence, it should be embraced into what they call ”reflexive governance ”of 
transition (Ibid.:219). In contrast, to what can be termed as a modernist approach to governance of 
sustainability, where an end-state or goal are clearly defined and sought realised through linear 
processes, the socio-technical transition approach continuously review goals and  
”emphasize the complex and dynamic co-evolution of the social and the technical” (Walker & Shove 
2007:214). This approach can embrace differences without trying to even them out (ibid.). But in 
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order to be reflexive, transition management must be ”(…) a constant process in which further 
adjustments are made as environmental conditions change, these changes being, in part, the 
outcome of previous interventions” (Walker & Shove 2007:219). 
Walker & Shove (2007:217) aim at illustrating that the term sustainability is loaded with power and 
normative authority. This means that there will be a competition between niche-innovation 
technologies in order to be categorised as sustainable, because it might lead to increased support 
(Ibid.). Because of the ambivalence, who gets to be termed “sustainable” will be negotiated 
between relevant, context embedded actors (ibid.). Thus here the character of the socio-technical 
systems becomes evident; (sustainable) technology is a social construction. In relation to 
governance, this entails that one is capable of a: ”recognition of the contingency and ambivalence of 
sustainability as defined and reproduced through the actions, inactions and interactions of multiple, 
variously powerful agents.” (Walker & Shove 2007:223). In short, they aim at illustrating that 
sustainability is a term open to interpretation and that this demands flexible and reflexive transition 
management. In the following, we will look closer at the role design processes play in sustainable 
transition. 
 
The role of design (processes) in transition 
As outlined above, the invention of new green technology at a niche-level is pivotal for sustainable 
transition to happen. This means that design plays a crucial role for how new technology take form 
and therefore how it shapes society (Stegall 2006:59 in Holm et al. 2010:124). Associate professor 
Jesper Holm, associate professor emeritus Bent Søndergård and associate professor Ole Erik Hansen 
from Roskilde University argue, that in order for sustainable transition to happen, it entails a change 
in the vision for design, a change of the skills of the designer and a change in the interplay between 
designer, users and the surrounding society (Holm et al. 2010:124). In socio-technical theories, 
design is seen as something which happens as a result of already existing systems, meaning that 
sustainable design has to break with current path dependency in order to facilitate transition 
through innovation (Ibid.): 
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”Sustainable design from this perspective becomes a question of how design may be arranged in 
order to change our present (unsustainable) socio-technical systems and regimes. It becomes a 
project of meta-design, concerned with design as meta-level of regime transformation and the 
configuration of alternative design spaces.” (Holm et al. 2010:124). 
 
Sustainable design is thus seen as something that is supported and created through a complex 
structure of actors that strive towards sustainable production (Ibid.:124). Holm et al. argue that such 
design processes take place in so called ”alternative design spaces” (ibid.). Such a space can be 
defined as ”(…) specific configurations of networks of actors, specific interpretations and discourses 
and structural conditions in terms of institutional and material interdependencies, all structuring 
design practices” (ibid:126). Holm et al. argue that it is crucial to study the historical aspects of the 
design processes in order to shed light on what role their construction plays in the transition 
(Ibid.:127). 
This perspective on design processes sees a design process as: ”(...) being distributed among 
various sub-systems, making design an effort of coordinating a variety of groups, inventors, 
corporations, politicians, unions and users.” (Holm et al. 2010:124) More specific, a study of a design 
process in a socio-technical perspective suggest a focus on how a product or place is developed in 
time and space as a collaboration between  the practice and knowledge of various systems (ibid.). It 
also advocates for a focus on the interactions between structures of the dominating regime and the 
niche-innovation, and a focus on how niche-innovations are capable of pressuring the existing 
systems (ibid.). Holm et al. (2010:135) emphasise that we learn from successful sustainable design 
processes, and based on their own case study, they suggest that radical innovation are crucial in 
green transition. What they also point to, is the importance of policies facilitating and supporting 
green niche-innovation, because the surrounding structure (regimes and landscapes) are crucial for 
how a design process plays out (ibid.). 
In this paper, we wish to follow to analyse a design process in order to map out the multiple actors 
at multiple levels that have enabled the constitution of ØsterGro. Our case differs significantly from 
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that of Holm et al. (2010) in the fact, that we do not study the design process of product, but the 
design process of a space.   
 
ANALYSIS 
In this chapter, we will analyse four aspects of the design process of ØsterGro. The role of 
entrepreneurship, the role of the building, the role of the CSA-business model and finally the role of 
actors at the landscape level. 
 
The role of entrepreneurship 
This section will focus on the niche level of the Multi-Level Perspective (MLP). We wish to 
understand which actors have played a significant role in the creation of ØsterGro as well as how it 
was configured. We are combining the concept of entrepreneurship with the MLP, in order to 
understand how entrepreneurship can be seen as one of the important drivers in niche innovation. 
Furthermore, we will also include the video recording as basis for illustrating entrepreneurship. 
 
It was somewhat of a coincidence that the three people initiating ØsterGro got together in the first 
place. Sofie Brincker, Livia Haaland and Kristian Skaarup met each other in a previous design group 
with the purpose of designing an urban garden, but: “(...) then we ended up sitting and talking 
about everything else than that garden we were supposed to design. We would like to take it in 
another direction than the community garden which we also found interesting, but we wanted to 
have another focus (...) [also] about sustainability (...)” (Appendix). What brought them together was 
a shared belief in sustainability and food production as well as a wish to inform about locally grown 
organic foods (Appendix). 
In order to understand what role Sofie, Livia and Kristian played in the design process, we argue that 
they can be seen as entrepreneurs. However, it should be noted that Sofie is not a part of the 
project at the moment, due to another job. Mark Casson, from the University of Reading, School of 
Economics, defines entrepreneurs as: “The kind of people who come forward to exercise judgement 
are likely to be self-confident. They are prepared to challenge conventional thinking and to openly 
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defend a minority view.” (Casson 2010:160). Thus he believes that entrepreneurs are people who 
are “thinking outside the box”. This points to the relationship between niche innovation and 
regimes. The three initiators behind ØsterGro are in fact challenging the conventional way of 
thinking and acting in existing regimes. The general approach within the food supply systems today 
is that food are grown outside the city, whereas a minority amount of food is locally grown within. In 
short, they are challenging the dominant regime of rural food production.  
 
Secondly, in order to understand whether entrepreneurship can give account for the whole design 
process, we find it relevant to compare the design process of ØsterGro to Casson’s “four stages of 
entrepreneurship”. This framework is developed for conventional businesses and the stages are; 
discovering opportunities, calculating profit, developing the project and the potential of selling 
(Casson 2010:156-159). From our point of view, ØsterGro cannot be classified as a linear process 
through the stages of entrepreneurship. We argue that the first stage was present when Sofie, 
Kristian and Livia discussed the alternative design within the group in that they met and explored 
new opportunities. But in the second stage, we argue that calculating profit of the project was not a 
priority at this point, as they first started getting paid for their work during the second year of its 
existence (Appendix). Even though they wanted it to be professional and to be more economic 
sustainable than existing community gardens, their vision for the project (to produce and to inform) 
was the most important. The third stage of “developing the project” was both present in the first 
stage and is, from our point of view, still ongoing. The final stage does however not seem relevant, 
in that they are not considering selling ØsterGro, but meanwhile, they are working on expanding the 
selling of products (Appendix). It should also be noted that the initiators do not own ØsterGro. 
What this analysis shows is that the design process of ØsterGro cannot be reduced to a 
linear process of entrepreneurship, instead we argue that the process has been more circular and 
messy, as described within the MLP. From this perspective, we argue that entrepreneurship cannot 
fully give account for how niches are developed. Maybe because our case is not a conventional 
business case, but a membership-owned establishment with a rather visionary purpose of existence. 
The role of entrepreneurs seems to be important, but the three initiators are not the only actors 
22 
 
involved in the design process. This is also recognised by Casson: “Networks are also involved at 
earlier stages of entrepreneurship. When identifying opportunities at the outset, an entrepreneur 
may well begin with an opportunity that has already been identified and then look for others that 
are linked to it.” (Casson 2010:159). This is, in the design process of ØsterGro, highly significant 
because network was what made it possible to find the available roof. Sofie had a contact to 
Klimakvarteret through which they got in contact with Nellemann, the owner of the building 
(Appendix). 
 
This leads on to the role of Nellemann in the design process. Nellemann is a company who sell cars 
in stores across the country. Their contract with Nellemann reads that they can occupy the space for 
free for five years, and if Nellemann wants to use the space for something else, they have one year 
notice. From a Multi-Level Perspective, the generously willingness of Nellemann, to make the 
rooftop of the building available, is providing an amount of support that can help create momentum 
at the niche-level. However, it is also important to mention what benefits Nellemann gets from this 
collaboration. One aspect is obtaining a CSR (Corporate Social Responsibility) profile in his company, 
another is the isolation of the building as finally getting publicity. Before ØsterGro got established 
on the top of their building, the building was empty whereas now it is fully occupied, and as Kristian 
mentions: “We were the first ones to arrive and now there are filled up with businesses in all three 
layers. We hope that he used that when promoting his rental spaces, which we are there, amongst 
other things” (Appendix). Kristian also expressed that because of the contract that they have got, 
they try to help Nellemann and amongst other things refer to their location as ‘Nellemann huset’ in 
interviews etc. (Ibid.). 
 
As outlined above, we argue that entrepreneurship can give account for some of the important 
aspects of niche-innovation. We have primarily pointed to the personal motivation of the initiators 
and the role that their mutual collaboration has played in the design process. An example of their 
role is how of all three have put a tremendous amount of voluntary hours into this project 
(Appendix). This fact clearly shows their commitment to the project, however we argue that 
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through the video, we were able to add more to our findings of entrepreneurship. In short, the 
video, to a high degree, is showing the pride and joy that Livia Haaland associates with ØsterGro. 
When walking, we just asked her to tell the story of the place, and it became obvious along the way, 
that she have spent a lot of time at the rooftop farm, knowing every little detail. Her face lit up while 
talking about the newly established greenhouse, their custom-made soil and their bees. This fits the 
description of G.T. Johannessons concept of fire. Johannesson is from the Institute of Life and 
Environment Sciences, University of Iceland, and uses the concept of fire in relation to 
entrepreneurship and states that it: 
 
“(…) relates to what prompts action, and therefore I choose to talk about sparks that in particular 
circumstances may turn into fire. The metaphor of “sparks” grasps how some of the practices 
leading to the presence of entrepreneurship may be absent and excluded from view. As such, 
“sparks” first and foremost reflect the “will to connect”. Sparks are infused by passion, affection, 
energy and spirit (...)” (Johannesson 2012:191). 
 
As such, ‘sparks’ are what lights the fire. From this perspective, he emphasizes that sparks are the 
leading practices which then turns into entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship in Johannesson’s 
(2012:187;192-193) approach are not seen as a personal effort, but rather as the relational interplay 
between various actors - humans as well as non-humans. A description that in many ways captures 
the socio-technical configuration of ØsterGro, including more actors and conditions into the term 
entrepreneurship. In the video, we argue that we are ‘exposing’ “the practices leading to the 
presence of entrepreneurship” by making visible how the place was initiated. We make the passion 
Livia has for the project visible to the spectator and show how the fire started as the result of her, 
the environment and all the effort put into the project. But we also argue that we are able to 
capture something more than just the sparks. The whole design process are so to say made visible 
through a conveying of an affective atmosphere of ØsterGro (Anderson 2009). Ben Anderson, a 
cultural-political geographer at Durham University, works with the concept of “affective 
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atmosphere” and this specific concept is highly adaptable when studying what happens when 
people and surroundings interact. We argue that the video visualises the atmosphere, the 
“cumulative effect”, of the design process or interplay that have taken place through the last year 
leading to entrepreneurship. Anderson states: “Affective qualities emanate from the assembling of 
the human bodies, discursive bodies, non-human bodies, and all the other bodies that make up 
everyday situations.” (Anderson 2009:80). In relation to the walk through at the rooftop farm we did 
with Livia, being in the specific space where she have put in so many hours and being at the space 
that she cares so much about, an affective atmosphere between the space and Livia manifested. It 
showed itself in the enthusiastic way she speaks of the design process of ØsterGro and in the smile 
on her face, illustrating her love for the project. 
 
The role of the building 
In the following, we wish to understand how the building have set the agenda for the design process 
as well as understand the time and space of the development. 
Having the home of Danmarks Statistik as a neighbour means that ØsterGro is isolated from wind, 
but the fact that it is taller than other neighbour buildings, gives it a sunny advantage (Field notes). 
In many ways, this exact building was perfect for housing a rooftop farm. After having seen the 
rooftop, they immediately knew that it would be a suitable place to grow organic food, and they 
already signed the contract with Nellemann in november 2013 (Appendix). The interesting thing at 
this point was the fact that the team had not beforehand decided to establish a rooftop farm, 
meaning that the project could as well have been located on the ground. Kristian told us how they 
considered a non-rooftop location on Amager, but because the rooftop at Østerbro lived up to all 
their requirements, they chose it. Some of the features were; easy accessibility, easy transport of 
heavy equipment up and down and basic needs such as electricity and water supply - and mostly 
important, that it can hold 400 kg per square meter (Appendix). The fact that they chose this 
specific location became crucial in the further design process, contributing to a whole other 
experience and with a range of other factors that needed to be considered. These different aspects 
are also made visible through the video recording. 
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First of all, the rooftop farm was designed in a way that could hold both people and plants, because 
600 square meters of plain surface made it possible. An important aspect of the design was that 
they wanted to create an experience of being on a field for the visitors. Livia states: “We wanted it 
have a feeling of field-experience, so it should not be those kind of high beds because when you get 
up here it’s supposed to be like you are looking on a field (...)” (Appendix). This was also our 
experience when visiting and through the video, we wish to pass on that experience to the 
spectator. This element of the design shows how their strong focus on informing about urban grown 
food were incorporated into the spatial dimension. And it also shows how the architectural frame of 
the roof made that possible. 
Secondly, the fact that they ended up as a rooftop farm had implications for the way in which the 
soil and beds were constructed. Livia states: 
 
“(...) it is not at all all of the square meters that are filled with beds, it’s around half of it that 
contains beds and we have sketched them so that it is these kind of low beds, where the soil you 
grow in are in the top and it is also about the fact that even though it has a high payload, this 
building, there are still limitations on how much the roof can hold. And we have also had the soil 
custom-made up here so that it is a special light weight soil that weighs two thirds of what regular 
soil weighs because there are mixed small pieces of bricks in it, which at the same time collect the 
water.” Appendix). 
 
So because of the spatial conditions, they formed the beds in a way that uses less soil and puts less 
pressure on the roof. We argue that if the farm was located on the ground floor, they would not 
have considered such things when designing it. Another important factor affecting the design 
process, was the underlay that originally was there. During the interview Kristian said: ”If it had been 
roofing felt for example then we would have need to fixate it, because that you can not work on (...)” 
(Appendix). As such, it would have been a different and more difficult design process, if the existing 
kind of roofing had not been cobblestone. This because the roof earlier had to hold cars. 
Thirdly, the spatial conditions of the building also influenced the way the crops are placed. Livia 
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spoke of the fence surrounding the rooftop: “(...) when we moved in, it was as it was supposed to 
be, but as soon as we made a difference in level, we became too low so we had to, of security 
reasons, make a fence and then we thought that, well, we might as well make an espalier fence.” 
(Appendix). In the video, it is visualised how this decision in the design process has added a 
dimension to the “field-look” by adding green fences. You can easily imagine the espalier fence 
during the summertime, filled with sprouting tomato plants. 
In relation to this, the spatial conditions have also impacted the costs. ØsterGro ended up 
costing approximately half a million kroners, which is a rather low cost for such an establishment 
(Appendix). Thus the spatial conditions have contributed substantially to the niche innovation by 
having the perfect characteristics for establishing an urban farm. This also meant that their 
dependence on funding, which help build up momentum, was reduced. Kristian pointed to an 
example of a farm in Rotterdam: ”(...) they made a fence all the way around. It costed three hundred 
thousand kroner. Well it is not easy to apply for money for stuff like that.” (Appendix). In contrast to 
Rotterdam, ØsterGro had the advantage of an already existing brick fence surrounding the farm. The 
only thing that they had to do was to put up an espalier fence because they raised the level of their 
beds. Had the roof not been so well equipped, one could wonder if the project could have been 
established in the first place. 
Additionally, the fact that ØsterGro is placed on a rooftop creates a very unique experience of the 
space. Entering the place, we were aware that we were on a rooftop. But after a while, we complete 
forgot the fact that ØsterGro is placed on a rooftop. The feeling of being on a rooftop first 
reappeared after we visited the observation post, where there are a beautiful view of the rooftop 
farm. From our perspective, the interplay between the rooftop and the “field-design” creates an 
“illusion” of being “down to earth” while looking at beautiful rooftops. 
 
The role of the CSA-model 
In the present section, we wish to locate ØsterGro in the systems of other niches and overlying 
regimes in order to understand how the design process can be seen as a configuration between 
different actors. We focus primarily on the collaboration with and inspiration from various existing 
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systems in order to understand where the different influences come from.  
 
When Sofie, Livia and Kristian decided to start ØsterGro, it was with a dream to do things differently 
(Appendix). As mentioned, urban gardens are often community gardens but this was not the aim for 
the three initiators. Instead, their dream was to create a place that was not evolved around 
sustainable gardening, but which was sustainable in all aspects (ibid.). Kristian said:  
 
“But where there are those parameters called health, social and environment, and then there is the 
boring one, that is the economy. That one is limping very much I think, in community gardens. (...) 
here we run it more professionally, where we have some employed to make sure to manage those 
crops to come up” (Appendix).  
 
What seems to be one of the most important differences in contrast to community gardens 
is their professional approach to urban agriculture. This was also confirmed at our visit, where we 
saw how neat and organised ØsterGro really is. Even though volunteers participate on working days, 
it is still Livia and Kristian who organise the work. Kristian argued that it is an important aspect of the 
CSA-model, that when the summer holiday arrives and the members drift of, the farm is still running 
(Appendix). Thus having a CSA profile means that the daily work is not depending on the volunteers 
and the production is running all year. This was confirmed when we asked if they ever took time off, 
and Kristian answered that they had taken some vacation in January, thus outside the primary 
production season. In relation to community, this means that it comes in second. Kristian argues: 
“(...) we focus more on vegetables here than on the social” (Appendix). This does not mean that the 
social is non-existing, but it is not a core value for the project. 
Another aspect of the CSA-model is that the team dream about seeing it grow and spread to 
other areas of Copenhagen. In fact, this season they have established a collaboration with a small 
farm at Amager where more space consuming vegetables, such as potatoes, are grown. Kristian 
explained: “Yes, it was the thought of making some CSA and have a focus on food. Therefore 
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growing vegetables on a larger scale.” (Appendix). In relation to the design process, this means that 
ØsterGro is conceptualised in a way where it is supposed to develop over the coming years. We 
argue that it is also reflected in their approach to neighbourhood. In contrast to other kind of urban 
agriculture initiatives, ØsterGro is not closed around their specific neighbourhood and allow 
members from all over Copenhagen to join. From a multi-level perspective, this means that 
ØsterGro is collaborating with other kind of food regimes such as the organic rural farms. The CSA-
model is thus a model open to collaboration with other regimes, when it can strengthen the vision 
of local and urban grown organic crops. Choosing to collaborate with the farm at Amager has 
enabled ØsterGro to let in new members, rising from sixteen in 2014 to forty in 2015 (Appendix). 
This can be seen as an “economy of scale”. And as Kristian explained, new divisions of ØsterGro, a 
NørreGro, a VesterGro etc., do not necessarily have to be rooftop farms, but can be placed on the 
ground level in Copenhagen (Appendix). 
Technologically, ØsterGro can therefore be seen as a hybrid between the existing rural 
agriculture and existing community gardens. This, because in the design process, ØsterGro is 
‘borrowing’ from existing systems in a Danish context and constructing something new. As Holm et. 
al. (2010) notices - it is important to understand how the niche-innovation under study is 
collaborating with existing regimes. ØsterGro is both collaborating and putting pressure on the 
subaltern regimes of community gardens and rural agriculture, because it is challenging it and still 
benefitting from existing regimes. In some sense, it can be argued that in the design process of 
ØsterGro, the three initiators are trying to professionalise the concept of urban gardens by adding 
some elements from rural farming. But it is important to remember, that it was never the intention 
of ØsterGro to become totally independent of the rural areas, instead to challenge and to inform 
(Appendix). 
 
In the establishment of ØsterGro, it is relevant to highlight the importance of inspiration from farms 
in cities such as New York. Kristian noted how all three of them had been to New York beforehand, 
meaning that they brought home knowledge and inspiration (Appendix). Kristian also told how they 
work together with a similar farm in Holland (ibid.).  In that sense, they did not come up with a new 
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idea, but instead knowledge of urban agriculture etc. has travelled and spread to Denmark. In 
relation to innovation, this shows how globalisation plays a part in the diffusion of ideas, and we 
argue that with the expansion of internet and social medias, this tendency might expand further in 
the future. Thus the CSA approach to the business model shows how ØsterGro aims at bringing a 
new kind of niche-innovation into the landscape of already existing community gardens and 
conventional food systems in Denmark. We argue that urban agriculture is not a niche innovation, 
but a subaltern regime in that it is not a new phenomenon (Geels 2012:473). But a rooftop farm 
with a CSA-model in Denmark is. As noted, the specific reasons why people turn to urban 
agriculture vary from context to context. But what ØsterGro, Rotterdam and New York have in 
common, is a landscape of environmental problems caused by ‘broken’ systems. From our point of 
view, they are different approaches to how this can be solved locally. 
We have shown here that the CSA model is very important for how ØsterGro was designed, but also 
for how it was configured between different actors, existing food regimes and niches. As Adrian 
Smith (2007:428), professor of technology and society, at University of Sussex note niche-innovation 
is often taking advantages of and implementing elements from existing regimes, translating 
elements and practices. He writes: 
 
“Whilst the creation of green alternatives requires a reformulation of socio-technical configurations, 
so their subsequent influence is dependent upon an ability to articulate with incumbent regime 
dimensions. Having demonstrated that an alternative kind of (sustainable) practice is possible, so 
niche diffusion requires sufficient common ground for those practices to link with the regime. 
Performance criteria in niche and regime need to come into some kind of correspondence— 
translating what works in the niche into something that also works in the regime.” (Smith 2007:446). 
 
ØsterGro is a configuration of borrowed elements from the subaltern regime of community gardens, 
the regimes of cooperative societies, the regime of organic rural agriculture of mass production and 
rooftop farms in other countries. As a niche-innovation in Denmark, ØsterGro is trying to put 
30 
 
pressure on existing food systems; especially trying to create some pressure on the fact that food 
are being produced out of urban areas. Their vision is partly to produce food locally, partly to inform 
about it. This means that they are trying to take a battle with the existing consumer practices of the 
dominant food regime. Through education and guided tours, showing the bio-system at the farm, 
Livia and Kristian try to raise awareness about where food is coming from and how it is produced. 
An awareness that might change the practices that maintain the current food regimes. It is also 
important to note, that a membership at ØsterGro is entailing new consumer habits. In practice, 
every week the members have to come and pick up their basket of vegetables at the rooftop. This 
means that new habits of collecting food must be developed. Neither do the members get to know 
beforehand what they are having, reducing the free choice at the supermarket dramatically. This 
model is not the first of its kind in Copenhagen, as other food initiatives, such as Københavns 
Fødevarefællesskab (Copenhagen’s Food Collective), also runs with a weekly bag of unknown 
vegetables. In short, the difference between the food collective and ØsterGro is that the food 
collective buy their crops from farmers on Sjælland, where ØsterGro partly produces its own (KBHFF 
2015). During our field work, one of the members told us how many of them used to receive weekly 
boxes of organic food from the food company Aarstiderne, meaning that the consumer habits 
related to Østergro are almost similar to subaltern organic food regimes and services (Field notes). 
This fits Smiths’ approach to the MLP, where he argues that the practice of existing systems often 
are implemented into niche-innovations (Smith 2007:446). 
 
The role of the landscape  
In the following, we will focus on how actors at the landscape level participated in the design 
process of ØsterGro. We will shed light on how the involvement and support from municipal 
government was important in the proces. 
 
As mentioned, the rooftop farm was established at Æbeløgade because when the team was looking 
for a proper place, Sofie’s contact in the municipality division of local urban planning at Østerbro 
told them about the rooftop at Nellemann’s (Appendix). Kristian said:  
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“But before that, we had already found this up here, because Sofie met one from Klimakvarteret who 
told us that it was available. But when we then had found this place up here we quickly got contact 
to Nellemann, who is the owner of the building and then we have made a contract (…)” (ibid.).  
 
Thus in this case, it was the contacts the urban planners had with their local business owners that 
initially led to the exact location of ØsterGro. To understand how this happened, it makes sense to 
look a little closer. 
        Skt. Kjeldskvarter at Østerbro is not a random area in Copenhagen, as it, in these years, is under 
a massive reconstruction in order to cope with environmental challenges (Københavns Kommune 
2013:9). In short, especially the streets are being “greened” and opened up to other ways of 
keeping great amounts of water when raining (ibid.). This area of Copenhagen is chosen as a pilot 
project for the changing of ecosystem services securing against climate changes and the area is now 
called Klimakvarteret (the climate neighbourhood) (ibid). All the interventions that Copenhagen 
Municipality has done and will do in the area meant that Nellemann, already before meeting the 
initiators, wanted the roof to be used in the transition (Klimakvarter 2015) This should be noted 
because it shows how the work of Copenhagen Municipality can prime business owners to invest in 
green transition. So the reason why ØsterGro was placed at this particular rooftop can partly be 
seen as a result of Copenhagen Municipality being present in this particular neighborhood with an 
agenda of green transition. And as Livia noted: “(...) one could say, Nellemann would not have rented 
the roof to us if it wasn’t “Klimakvarteret”, it was located in.” (Appendix). 
 
Another aspect of the role Klimakvarteret has played, in the design process, is the supply of 
resources. First of all, Kristian explains: “So then it is about applying for a lot of money and that… [...] 
In “Klimakvarteret” there has been some funds one could apply and they have supported a lot (…)” 
(Appendix). As Kristian’s statement shows, the local municipality office has been supporting with 
financial resources (amongst other funders). But that is not all, along the way, the team has been 
given much attention and guidance in relation to funding, laws, technicalities and also been 
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provided with a desk at the local office of Klimakvarteret (Appendix). As Kristian told, when asked 
about the support they got: “So that is completely fantastic and it was the right place to start [the 
rooftop farm], to do it in “Klimakvarteret”. That makes the most sense...” (ibid.). 
In contrast, when asked about whether or not they got anything out of the fact that 
Copenhagen was named European Green Capital last year, Kristian answered; “Well we participated 
in Sharing Copenhagen and well I was not really crazy about it, I would say, if I have to be completely 
honest. I think it was a bit overrated, so I don’t think that we could feel it.” (Appendix). What Kristian 
highlights here is that the general initiatives did not make a big difference to them in the design 
process. Later on, he elaborated on how taking part in Sharing Copenhagen did not bring any 
financial resources with it (Appendix). But what it did bring was some other opportunities in being 
involved, including being invited to speak at city hall and meeting up with other green projects in 
Copenhagen (ibid.). But as he stated: “The problem with that “Sharing Copenhagen” and being the 
climate capitol is also that there isn’t any money for it… [...] had I not been doing this project, then I 
would not have known that Copenhagen was the climate capitol. I don’t think that it was noticed by 
other than those who made it.” (Appendix). This statement shows how the financial support is 
crucial for a niche-innovation in the first phase and how not all relevant landscape activities and 
actors are supporting even though one would have thought it would. Some things are just more vital 
than others. 
 
The last important aspect, where the landscape has contributed to the constitution of ØsterGro, is 
the collaboration with other public institutions such as schools. During the walk along, Livia told that 
all the woodwork have been done by carpenter apprentices from Copenhagen Technical School 
(Appendix). This was a win-win situation because the apprentices got to work on a live case and 
ØsterGro got the manpower for free (ibid.). This shows how actors from the landscape of education 
were involved in the design process. At the same time, ØsterGro is today increasingly collaborating 
with public schools where they are able to get paid to educate in organic farming and ecosystems. 
This development is one of the means to secure a sustainable economy for the rooftop farm. The 
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collaboration with and goodwill of the political landscape are therefore still an important financial 
contributor to the project, because the money from educational tours are what primarily pays Livia 
and Kristian. 
 
These different aspects of the design process highlight the importance of the landscape in niche-
innovation. As mentioned, landscape can both be seen as the spatial landscape, but also be 
understood as the conditions that niche-innovation are in. In the case of ØsterGro, we see the 
landscape as the build landscape of Copenhagen as well as the institutional landscape of 
Copenhagen Municipality. The analysis has showed how Copenhagen Municipality has played a vital 
role and what is striking is how the locale project at Østerbro, in relation to climate change, became 
crucial in the configuration of ØsterGro. It directly shows how the climate security of the 
neighbourhood has fostered an attitude change in local business owners, opening for a 
collaboration between the niche-innovation of ØsterGro and stronger actors such as the Nellemann. 
It shows how policy making is crucial in relation to creating “cracks in the regimes” for green 
transition (Geels 2012:479). Finally it shows the difference in scale of politics and governance, 
pointing to the importance of decentral, local support in green transition. There is no doubt that 
both entrepreneurship on a niche-level, the spatial specifics of the building and the role of existing 
regimes and niches played a significant role in the configuration of ØsterGro. But what seems to be 
more or less present in all these aspects, is the part that Copenhagen Municipality played. In the 
following we will discuss how these findings can be transferred into more general perspectives on 
urban agriculture as a mean for green transition of Copenhagen. 
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DISCUSSION 
Copenhagen Municipality are in these years making an effort to facilitate a green transition of the 
city. This entails a change of various ecosystem services (energy supply, rainwater sewers etc.) and 
the practices of the Copenhageners (increasing in bike trip etc.) (Københavns Kommune 2012). In 
other words, the municipality seems to be aiming at changing existing systems by changing 
technology and practices inside the city (Urry 2008). There are various benefits from urban 
agriculture (and urban gardening) in relation to transition which, as noted, can be classified in five 
categories of; health, environment, economy, community and beautification. In order for the city to 
benefit from these, Copenhagen needs to include urban agriculture into their transition initiatives 
and in the following we will discuss what green innovation, in the form of urban agriculture, will 
demand from the municipality. In other words, point to issues in how Copenhagen Municipality 
might be able to facilitate sustainable bottom-up innovation from a top-down level, in the form of 
urban agriculture.  
 
The support of green enterprises 
First of all, our analysis pointed to the importance of entrepreneurship in the design of ØsterGro. 
Entrepreneurship was primarily defined in relation to the role of the three initiators and their 
mutual relations in the startup phase and following hard work of establishment. From a multi-level 
perspective, niche invention are the key to green transition of existing systems and from that 
perspective Geels argues how transition policy-making, following the MLP-logic, entails two different 
strategies: “(a) stimulate the emergence and diffusion of niche-innovation, and (b) enhance selection 
pressure on the regime through economic instruments and regulation.” (Geels 2012:479). Thus 
nursing green entrepreneurship in Copenhagen might be one way to help niches to develop and put 
pressure on existing regimes. As John Urry noted, the emergence of new companies are often what 
creates the changes (Urry 2009:272). It is therefore our overall aim to show how Copenhagen can 
support “green entrepreneurship” at the niche-level through three different recommendations. To 
do this, we will draw on research done by Nevin Cohen & Kristin Reynolds (2014a;2014b) about 
urban agriculture in New York in relation to policy making and urban planning. Furthermore, it 
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should be noted that we acknowledge the importance of Geels’ second strategy, but it is not our 
focus in this paper. Further research should therefore look into which instruments Copenhagen 
Municipality could use to put pressure on existing food regimes.  
 
Finding a space - creating an urban plan 
Our first recommendation, in relation to the governmental support of urban agriculture (UA) in 
order to secure sustainable transition, is that Copenhagen Municipality should help initiators of UA 
to find a proper space for their projects. In the case of ØsterGro, it was the first practical step for 
them to take and in their case it was the contact at Klimakvarteret who knew the available rooftop. 
A space is also one of the primary needs that are found in the research done by Cohen & Reynolds 
(2014:5) in New York amongst UA-practitioners. We therefore argue that Copenhagen Municipality 
should support this area if they want to use urban agriculture as a mean for green transition. First of 
all, the municipality departments of urban planning and environment already have many of the 
relevant knowledge at hand - what they need is ways of collecting the data into a relevant plan or 
programme that might help UA to sprout, where there are vacant areas in Copenhagen. But no 
doubt, it is challenging for urban planning to cope with these, until recently, “rural issues”. This calls 
for a new way of mapping out the potentials of the city. One example of how this can be done is 
presented in the dissertation of Oscar Rodriquez, from Welsh School of Architecture, where the aim 
was to estimate the productive potential of London’s rooftops. What his work showed, from what 
he termed as a “loose analysis”, was that by mapping out the socalled roofscapes of London, he 
found out that more than 18,629.2 hectares of roof was convertible into potential urban agriculture 
of various degree (Rodriquez 2009:4;2-27;76). Over time, if following his advice, London would be 
able to grow more than 10% of their vegetable and fruit consumption on the potential roofs by 
transforming them into greenhouses and containerised production areas (Rodriquez 2009:91). We 
argue that a similar research into vacant, convertible roofs in Copenhagen could be one way of 
facilitating green transition through urban agriculture. As UA in the case of ØsterGro is not limited to 
rooftops, other residential, public and commercial land lots in Copenhagen would also be obvious to 
map out. In that case, initiators would have an easier way to find a space to start up and to find 
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even more room when expanding. In the case of ØsterGro, the match between their needs and the 
proporties of the building can be termed as a lucky match and we argue that in similar cases, it 
would take more resources to find and convert a vacant roof. 
 
Resources and local contacts 
Our second recommendation is to supply initiators with different kind of resources and guidance. 
When establishing ØsterGro, our analysis showed how it was the financial resources, in form of 
seed-money from Copenhagen Municipality that got them started. This shows that the support 
from the municipality, especially in the earliest phases, is crucial. Thus creating a funds where 
projects can apply, could be one approach. But also the guidance of how to apply for more funding, 
an office space and the general interest the local office, at Klimakvarteret, showed the project 
became pivotal in the design process. This highlights that,when new niche-innovation emerge in the 
city, the municipality should not overlook their role as advisors and mentors.  
This overall shows how various kinds of financial and practical support and guidance from strong 
actors on the landscape level help niche-innovation emerge. The work done by Cohen & Reynolds 
(2014a:6) showed some overlaps, in that practitioners expressed needs towards financial support, 
practical growing medias as well as the need for city agency ecosystem services and more general 
knowledge about relevant rules and regulations affecting their projects. This illustrates that the 
landscape of municipality services are important factors in how niche innovation are able to adapt 
and develop.  
Our findings also pointed towards one important aspect of local versus central governance. 
It is clearly that in the case of ØsterGro, the decentral location of the urban planning office 
established a close connection between the municipality and niche-innovation. In contrast, events 
such as Sharing Copenhagen was not as beneficial for ØsterGro. In short, Copenhagen won the EU 
commission award “European Green Capital” in 2014 (Sharing Copenhagen 2015). Sharing 
Copenhagen was a municipal program where foreign delegations and citizens could get an overview 
of different sustainable initiatives in Copenhagen as well as visit the sites (ibid). But as noted by 
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Kristian, in the interview - there did not follow any financial benefits from their work for Sharing 
Copenhagen. He also noted, that they did feel some sort of detachment from Copenhagen City Hall 
in general, and instead argued that the local office was crucial. This was also pointed out in the 
interview with practitioners in New York, where some expressed that policy makers did not show 
enough consideration for local neighborhoods and that they felt disconnected from planning in 
general (Cohen & Reynolds 2014:7;Cohen 2014b:6-7). Another aspect was that some practitioners 
felt that they did not get enough appreciation for the work that was beneficial for the agency plans 
(ibid:6). Thus if using UA as a mean of changing existing systems, we argue that Copenhagen 
Municipality should be focusing on staying in touch with local neighborhoods and projects and, to a 
great extent, use the decentral departments to handle these contacts. 
 
Creating networks 
Our final recommendation is that municipalities should help green initiators to form networks with 
other similar niche level actors as well as with relevant regimes. In the case of ØsterGro, the farm 
was first and foremost invented in an already existing design group - the idea popped up in a 
network of various actors.  We argue that by establishing networks of green entrepreneurs with 
different backgrounds, relevant for urban agriculture, Copenhagen Municipality might be able to 
create so called new “sparks” that can lead to innovation. Niche-to-niche networks can enhance 
knowledge sharing and networking in general can help people meet the right contacts. In order 
words, when facilitating that people can meet up, new ideas, visions and plans might diffuse. This 
was also (but vaguely) confirmed by Kristian, who noted the benefits of meeting other green 
businesses through Sharing Copenhagen (Appendix). In New York, practitioners also expressed a 
wish to establish networks for knowledge and practice sharing as well as being able to establish 
contacts with organisations working on similar agendas (Cohen & Reynolds 2014b:6). Thus 
Copenhagen Municipality inviting to meetings for relevant actors in urban agriculture might be one 
way to start - maybe in collaboration with associations such as ByhaveNetværket. 
Another aspect of networking are creating strong relationships between niches and actors of 
existing socio-technical regimes. As in the present case of ØsterGro, the municipality facilitated a 
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contact between Nellemann and the team. Similar contacts can be beneficial for both niches, 
regimes and the municipality in that niches get access to different resources and experience of 
private companies, regimes actors might benefit through branding, CSR-profile etc. and the 
municipality benefits from private initiatives solving issues in agency programmes. Furthermore, the 
collaboration between niche- and regime level is beneficial when regimes are looking for new 
innovation to adapt into their already existing technologies due to increasing demands for 
environmental consideration. Finally, we argue that the spatial benefits from green innovation, such 
as a rooftop-gardens, are significant and should be further explored. In our case, Kristian explained 
how Nellemann benefits from the rooftop farm in relation to heat (keeps the building isolated in 
winter times and less affected by heat in the summer) (Appendix). Thus green transition might also 
help private owned buildings to cope with demands of less energy use etc. In short, a focus on inter-
level connections might ease the pressure on the municipalities resources in the green transition of 
Copenhagen, involving more resourceful actors in the process. At the same time, the network 
around the niche-innovation is strengthened, creating a better opportunity for developing an 
internal momentum. 
 
There is no doubt that in order to expand urban agriculture as a mean for green transition in 
Copenhagen, it will demand a new paradigm for and approach to urban planning, including rural 
issues of growing food into urban planning. Thomas Foster, faculty member at the New School’s 
Food Studies Program, & Arthur G. Escudero, researcher at Cardiff University School of Planning and 
Geography, (2014:1) argue that in order to create resilient and sustainable cities, city-region 
planning must be integrated and that ecosystem services and agriculture must be thought together. 
Walker and Shove’s (2007) notion of ambivalence and reflexive governance here becomes quite 
relevant, because integrated planning calls for management that can handle the potential conflicts 
without lumping all parts together. Based on their work in New York, Cohen & Reynolds (2014b:3) 
argue that when municipalities solve problems outside classic, modernist policy making, so called 
“new political spaces” are established where problems are solved in co-management of municipality 
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resources. In many ways, this entails participatory planning where co-managers are able to 
contribute to planning and where their role and opportunities are clearly defined (Cohen & 
Reynolds 2014b:8-9). As noted by Cohen & Reynolds (2014a), one of the central issues is to; 
“Identify ways to integrate urban agriculture into city policies and plans to create cost-effective 
initiatives to address city goals and needs while supporting farmer’s and gardeners diverse 
activities” (Cohen & Reynolds 2014a:9). Transition management is one way to approach such a 
challenge. We find that it, in many ways, matches what policy making will have to cope with when 
focusing on the transition of Copenhagen as a co-evolutionary process between various actors in 
multiple levels (Geels 2012:472). When combining our recommendations with economic 
instruments and regulations, we hope that overtime urban agriculture can put existing food regimes 
in Copenhagen under pressure and be a contributor to the transition. 
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CONCLUSION 
Growing urbanisation and climate changes are in these years creating new challenges for 
municipalities. In Copenhagen, this has given birth to several plans for how to create a sustainable 
transition of the city. In order for this to happen, existing systems must be changed through a 
complex collaboration between various actors, new technology and practices. In this paper, we 
raised the question of how urban agriculture can contribute to a green transition of Copenhagen. 
Through an analysis of the design process of ØsterGro, we wanted to understand what urban 
agriculture niche-innovation takes. 
First of all, we found that entrepreneurship plays an important role, being the collaboration 
between fireballs, networks and the spatial environment. We were able to illustrate the atmosphere 
of entrepreneurship through a video recorded walk-along. Secondly, we found that the spatial 
features of Nellemann’s roof came to set the agenda in the design process. Our analysis also 
highlighted how the core values of the project were implemented into the spatial design. Thirdly, 
inspiration from other places, such as New York, was shaping the business model of the project as 
well as the spatial location on a roof. This shows how knowledge travel and how global problems can 
be solved locally. The CSA-model has given ØsterGro a professional approach to urban agriculture, 
compared to other similar projects in Denmark, and can be seen as both a pressure on and a hybrid 
of existing food regimes. Finally, our findings pointed out the importance of municipal landscape. 
This ended up being our most significant finding and led us to come up with three 
recommendations in relation to the management issues of using urban agriculture in the green 
transition of Copenhagen. The three recommendations for Copenhagen Municipality was firstly to 
develop a plan over convertible spaces in the city. Subsequently, they should create a fond for urban 
agriculture initiatives and acknowledge the importance of local municipality offices in niche-
innovation. Finally, we recommend an establishment of niche-to-niche networks in order to 
innovate and diffuse new initiatives. Additionally we pointed to the importance of niche-to-regime 
networks in order to reach the goals of municipality programmes and to ease the pressure on 
resources. In short, using urban agriculture as a mean for transition entails new steps in urban 
planning, including reflexive transition management and participatory processes.  
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REFLECTIONS  
In this chapter, we will outline which reflections we are left with after working on this problem 
oriented project work. The focus will be on the shift we made from Kähler to urban agriculture, the 
advantages of choosing a case where there already are an amount of existing literature about the 
field of research and the disadvantages of studying from a retrospective point of view and not from 
a temporal one. Finally, we will outline the advantages of having worked with this specific case in 
relation to working as a design consultant in the future. 
To begin with, we had planned to work with another case which was the designer restaurant 
in Tivoli, Copenhagen, made by the design pottery firm Kähler. We wanted to look further into 
which design processes and practices constituting the “everyday redesign” of the eating experience 
at the restaurant. However, after a while we concluded that this specific case would require a longer 
period of time. First of all, because of it being a very broad field of study and secondly, even though 
we repeatedly tried, over a period of three weeks, we were not able to get a meeting with the 
restaurant director before it was too late to do fieldwork. This made it too uncertain to continue 
because we could not get any clear answer beforehand in relation to whether or not we were able 
to conduct fieldwork in the restaurant. When we decided to change the case, a period of time had 
already passed, giving some implications. We had spent a lot of time reading about the Kähler 
experience, experience economy and the history of Kähler as well as preparing for fieldwork, which 
when changing the case, created some kind of loss of substance in the process.  
This change of direction meant that we had to start from the beginning with searching for relevant 
literature and reading. But fortunately, one of the advantages of changing the field of research to 
urban agriculture, with ØsterGro as our specific case, was that there were an extensive amount of 
existing literature. Meanwhile, as mentioned, if we had been settled on the subject of urban 
agriculture from the beginning it would be have been an advantage for us in relation to building up 
a substantial amount of knowledge before fieldwork. As we had to conduct the fieldwork as soon as 
possible, it meant that we had shorter time to prepare thoroughly and gave us some long working 
hours the first week. It was on this basis that we decided to spend only one whole day of participant 
observation and interviewing at ØsterGro. Had we had more time on our hands for this project, we 
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would have liked to have elaborated more and extended the interviews to including the contact 
from Copenhagen Municipality and as well as Nellemann himself. Because we are applying the 
Multi-Level Perspective (MLP) as the analytical framework, it would have been relevant to have 
interviewed several actors and not only Kristian Skaarup and Livia Haaland, the initiators of 
ØsterGro, as it would have a more complete set of empirical data. But we argue that based on 
interviews with the “practitioners”, we were still able to answer our research question of how we 
can understand the design process of ØsterGro and how our findings can contribute to the green 
transition of Copenhagen.   
Because ØsterGro is already established at the rooftop at Østerbro, we had to study the 
design process from a retrospective point of view instead of temporally following it. This has its 
disadvantages. If we had been able to follow the design process of ØsterGro from a temporal 
viewpoint, we could have achieved a more comprehensive insight into the specific design stages of 
the rooftop farm. By this we mean the specific order in which the rooftop emerged, such as seeing 
with our own eyes when and how the beds were constructed, how they made the espalier fence 
around the rooftop farm as well as the decision of putting up a greenhouse. Furthermore, an 
interesting thing could have been to be present during the discussions about how they were able to 
create more revenue stream for Kristian and Livia’s salaries. Finally, amongst other decisions, it 
could have been interesting to ‘follow’ the establishment of the restaurant which opens this spring. 
      Additionally, one of the disadvantages from studying ØsterGro from a retrospective viewpoint is 
the matter of documentation. Through the interview with Kristian, when asked about if there were 
any documents related to the establishment of ØsterGro that we could look further into, he quickly 
said that they did not exist anymore (Appendix). So, since the beginning of ØsterGro the documents 
have not been kept or organised, making it hard for us to request them. Studying ØsterGro in a 
retrospective way, does furthermore have implications for our methodology, specifically our 
interviews. We believe that there is a risk of some of Kristian and Livia's knowledge, about the 
design process of ØsterGro, which we might not have gained. Interviewing them during the design 
process, would most likely have triggered some of the knowledge of the process that they now do 
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not find relevant for us to know. In relation to this, the video recording we did reduces the amount 
of ‘lost’ knowledge because the walk along triggers some knowledge that Livia has about the design 
process. 
The final and, as we see it, most important reflection from working on this project is in 
relation to our future jobs. This project work has given us an insight into what it actually requires to 
build up something on a niche-level, aiming at becoming a part of existing regimes. It has also 
showed us how it is possible to evaluate a design process, trying to get some applicable knowledge 
out of it. We argue that we have acquired an understanding of the role that the green 
entrepreneurs as well as the municipality play in a design process within the field of green 
transition. What surprised us the most was how significant an actor the municipality actually can be, 
especially regarding funding and guidance, for new projects. Additionally, we have learned that 
design processes are contextual. Thus we have learned that the development of design processes 
are depending on local conditions in a given socio-technical landscape, regarding how much support 
a project can receive of various kind. 
Choosing an urban planning case have been very relevant for us, because we have been able 
to work on a case that reflects the kind of projects we will be able to work on in the future. Thus 
where our competencies show good promise of being needed. Studying the design process of 
ØsterGro, even though from a retrospective viewpoint, has helped us understand how to apply the 
knowledge we have gained through the first year of our master’s degree. As we see it, urban 
agriculture, specifically what it requires to establish projects like ØsterGro and the evaluation of 
design processes, are in fact something that we will be working on as design consultants in the 
future. What surprised us the most, was how much project management it requires within the 
design process of establishing projects like ØsterGro. We find that design processes are in fact to a 
high degree a matter of negotiation and in relation to what actors who plays a role in the 
establishment of projects, it is multi-dimensional.  
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